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- Three Ways of Learning More From Follow Through:
Secondary Analysis of Extant Data, Compilation and Analysis

of Follow-~Up Data, and Completely New Studies

This paper has been prepared for the National Institute of Education as
part of their agreement with the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
to participate in new Follow Through (FT) research and pilot project activities:
The paper's objective is to address three questions related to FT's potential
for generating new knowledge:

e what more can we learn from FT through secondary

analysis of extant data? What FT-related data bases
ex1st at the national, sponsor, and site levels?

e What can we learn from compiling and analyzing
follow-up data on children who participated inm FT?
e What can we learn from new studies of sponsors and

sites In FT's current framework?

Implicit in the title of this paper is the conviction that there is more
to be learned from FT. This belief stems from FT's history as well as from the
fact that FT now has a dual “ocus: New regulations mandate that 80 percent of
FT's funds be used for the provision of service while the remaining 20 percent
are to be used for knowledge production (Wholey 1979). The regulations thus
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do educatiocnal research and knowledge production, and enough of a need for

research, so that by any definition there 1is a substantial amount to be learned
.
1

from FT.

Cerva 1977) showed that in terms of certain outcomes, FT children in some models
performed better than comparison children, some performed about the same, and
somie d1d worse: These results are not particularly upsetting if we see FT as a

research progiram. From this viewpoint; the national evaluation was not an
evaluation of FT (which would have assessed the aaéquacy of PT as a vehicle for
providing & testing ground for the examination of the effects of model sponsors),
but was a part of FT:

Regardless of the cutcomes of the national evaluation; FT continues to
have worth as a service and knowledge production program designed to develop,
test, and disseminate alternative models of education: This sStatement ignores
the debate over claims of model effectiveness and is based on the opinion that

FT addresses a

important problem. It is the largest and most sophisticated

vehicle tHat the federal government has for testing the effects of alternative
educational models: it functions to provide funds for curriculum research and
o . Ll
development under field conditions; and 1t has already generated a wealth of know-
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There certainly is room for disagreement with this opinion. In fact; there

or not we can iéérﬂ more from FT. One of these is held by many FT practitioners,
administrators and Congressional supporters--that FT is a service program and
only a service program. In this view resources ailocated to FT research are
resources not allocated to service and by definition are ill-spent. Clearly; a
person holding this view doe€s not see FT as a prime vehicle for generating new
knowledge. The second opposing view, held by many in the current administration,
s that FT 1s simply an expensive version of Ti=le I and should be phased out.

The fact that persons with these three major views (FT as a program capable

of supporting both service and important research, FT Solely 'as a service progranm,

FT research has lead to great difficulty in organizing, planning; and carrying out
any sort of research. This point will be addressed again later.
This paper 1S written under the assumption that thé real queStion for pérsons

from FT in its current framework, but how much in the way of Scarce resources

should be invested in gaining what kinds of knowledge. The paper discusses two

ways of minimizing such an investment through the use of existing data con

children who have already completed the FT program: In additicn, it reviews and
comments on some of the suggestions for tew FT research studies that have been

proposed in the four years since completion of the national evaluation.
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1:0 What More Can We Learn from FT Through Secondary Analysis of Extant Data?

1.1 Motavaticn for Studies Based on Extant Data

There are iMportant guestions to be answered about and by FT. Further;
some of these questions: While the constraint of relying on accessible, existing

data limits the range of guestions that can be answered, the advantages of
performing Secondary analysis (Cook 1974) are considerable: Most important are

that studies based on extant data will be less expensive and more timely than

Secondary analys:is requires minimal resources Sincé costs associated with
designing the oraiginal evaluation, developing instruments, collecting the data,
and building thHe data base have all been met by others (Boruch and Reis 1980).
The secondary analyst must bear only the costs of data access, analysis, and
report writing. Further; because it shortcuts the startup, planning, data
coliection; and data base construction géribaé of an evaluation, secondary
analysis of extant data can yield information inm a fraction of the time that it
would take to mount a new study:

The major drawback to secondary analysis is that the guestions that can be
addressed are limited by the nature of the extant data. It is often the case
that the secondary analyst has different or more detailed questions than were
dsked in the primary evaloation: Variables that are key to the secondary

analyst may be missing from the data base. It should also be recognized that
studies or other gualitative methods) secondary analysis may be infeasible or
less cost effective than the coliection of completely new data. For many Such

questions the data simply do not exist; or if they do, the circumstances of

their coliection are so unique that the data havé little applicability to other
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Situations. However, assuming data exist to sSupport research on important

questions; secondary analysis is an efficient and timely mechanism.

, are Available for FT?

Many data sets related to various aspects of FT are available including the

national evzluation data base; several sponsor and site maintained data bases,

dnd data sets built through other federally finded FT research projects.

BT evaluation. Data on over 20 FT Sponsors that implemented their aducational

Models in more than 200 sites nationwide are contained in this massive data set.

The data base is organized into four cohorts which comprise FT and NFT children
from all sponsors and sites. Within each cohort the data base is hierarchically
organized by sponsor; site within sSponsor, School within site, class within
Schiool, and child within class. Contained within these sets are various types
of data including child level demographic data; child level test scores, child

of data are present for Up to four years (grades K-3). Tables 1, 2 and 3 are
adapted from Goodrich and St.Pierre (1979) and give some details on the SRI
data base:

Middleton and Durgin (1978) have documented the national evaluation data

base as cohstructed by SRI International. However, the national evaluation

data set is no longer maintained by SRI. A copy has been submitted to the

Natisnal Archives and to this writer's knowledgs at least one attempt to

g



Table 1

cohor< I II I1X v
| Stream EX EE EK EF — EK— — ot ER

variabls Grade K;1,2,3 11;2,3 K;1,2 [ 3 1,2,3[ %,1,2,3 1,2,3 K,1,2
Project x x x x x x x x
School x x x x x x x X
FT/NFT deslgnator X X X b b4 x X x
Grade x x x X x
Child birthdate x x x x x x x x
sex x X b4 X b4 x x x
Ethnicity x x x x x x x x
First language spoken ) ) - - B

in the nome X x x : x x x x x
Second language spoken

ia the home b4 X X X X x x x
Head Start flag | x % x X x
Head 3tart equivalent flag x
Months He: Start or

2quivalent experience x x x x x

Months Head Start experience b3 X
MontHs aguivalent sxperience ! x x
e ee— e o o i o - 1 - - -
Days absent duriag year x b3 X | x x x x
Child eligible for FT services X b3 X b3
Clissroom service available : x x x <
Lunch service available x x x x
Medical, dental service ;

available x x x x
lother service available x % x x
Date cnild sntered Zlass b
Date ch:ld left class x
Years of dacta available )

50 zhiid x x x
Parent interview history x x x
lch11d test history X %

IcH1ld TT/NFT by year x x x
Monzhs in FT prior to ] ]

<HiS vear x x x

Ch1ld entering grade x

oY

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 2

Test Data on the SRI Data Base!
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obtain the data through that route was successful. Abt Associates Inc. (AAI)
fiaintains the analytic files used in the national evaluoation on an ad hoc
basis and has distributed copies to researchers upon request:

a

The national evaluation data base incliides many sites and sponsors with a
common, but restricted, set of measures: It has breadth but lacks depth: On
the other hand, internal evaluations done by several FT sponsors (c.f. Hodges
and Sheehan 1978) complement the national effort by adding depth in selected
instances. Some Sponsors developed their own instruments, others used standard

tests not employed in the national evaluation: These efforts were idiosyncratic

bu- contain rnformation that 1s sometimes more relevant to the sponsors' objec-

tives than the national data.
While studying the utility of Sponsor and site maintained data sets for

supporting research on the long-term effects of FT, Goodrich and St.Pierre

for some of the sponsors/sites having data sets most amenable to secondary
analysis. Several of these data sets could support research on the effects of
FT during and subsequent to :zhe FT gears:

Sponsor/site data sets vary tremendously in quality. The best (i.e. some
of those shown in Table 4) are characterized by several years of longitudinal
data on FT and NFT childrén, well matched comparison groups; pretest and posttest
data and many measures. Some contain measures specifically designed to tap
 “fhis sucvey was current as of early 1979. Since that time some SPONSOrs
have undertaken 5?§§i?i¢éﬁt”§5t5 base development and any thoroudh examination
9§7§ponsor data should include an update of the current status of these data
sets.
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Tab

le 4

Summary of Selected Sponsor/Site Cata Bases

_ _ Sites/Sponsors _ Estimated
ata Base Included 1In Camparison Lonagitodinal
—Maintained By — —_Data Base Grades — Measures Groups - Sample Size —
Univers:ity of Arizona/ Wichita, KS 1-6 Achievement tests, Randomized across 40 (of initial
Tucson Early Education pcoductive lan- treatment/control, 100) per cohort
Model guage test othetr noneguiva- for saveral
lent comparisons cohorts
Fordham University/ Atlanta, GA 1-6 Achievement tests, well-matched 1,000's in .
Interdependent Leatning New York City, NY problem solving, local comparison Atlanta, 100°'s
Model phonic skills, groups_in Atlanta, in New York
many noncognitive fair to poor in City
measur es New York City
Georgia State University/ Natchitoches 1-6 Achievement tests, Well-matched Low 100°'s.
Parent Supported Parish, LA attendance local comparison across all
Diagnostic Model groups for three cohotrts
of six schools
University Of Kansas/ Néw York City, NY K-5 Achievement tests, Well-matched 100's per
Behavior Analysis Philadelphia, PA attendance, local campacison cohoct for
Approach Portageville, MO consumer satis- groups in ucrban several cochorts
Trenton, NI faction sites, poor or
Karnsas City, MO o compatrisons
Louisville, KY in other sites
Waukegan, IL
Meridian, IL __
N. Cheyerifie, MT
Hopi, AZ
Univeérsity of Oregon/ Flippin, AK . R-6 Achievement tests, Well-matched 100's per
Direct Instruction E. St.Louis, IL attendarnce local campar ison cohoct for
Model Smithville, TN groups in most two cohorts
Uvalde, TX sites
Daytorn, ORH
Tupelo, MS
Flint, MI
Southwest Educational Cutlecr-Ocrosi, CA K=& Achievemerit tests, Adequataly 75-150 pet
Development Laporatory/ Los Angeles, CA Spanish reading matched, local site per
Bilingual/Bicultural San Diego, TX . B compar ison cohort
Model St. Mactin Parish, LA groups
Tulare, CA
Philadeliphia. Bank Street 1-8 Achievement tests, Cross-sponsot 100's per
Public Schools EDC attendance, info. cOompar 1s0Ms , sponsor pertr
Ransas on_competing well-matched cohort
North Carolina treatments local compacison.
Phila. Process qroups up to 197S

Parent Implem.
SEDL

lo
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features of the sponsor's educational model. For example, the Fordham data base
contains measures of problem solviing as well as many other noncogrnitive measutes,
while the Oregon and Kansas data sets are Strong in terms of academic achievement
measures.

Some of the data sets are very strong in terms of design. For example,
the data set supported by an Arizona site (the Wichita Public Schools) contains
data from a classical experiment where Head Start-eligible children were assigned

randomly to FT and NFT droups across several cohorts.

Wwith a few notable exceptions (e.g. Philadelphia;,; Fordham) most Sponsor and
site data bases are not readily transportable. They tend to exist in bits and
pieces and would reguire a modest effort to pull together. Even some of the
best data sets in terms of measures and design (e.g. Kansas, Oregon) exist in

cross-sectional files that would require merging prior to longitudinal analysis.

1.2.3 Other Research Based Data Sets

While the national evaluation and the FT sponsors are the primary sources

First, System Development Corporation is conducting a study of parental involve=-
ment in four federal programs (FT, Title I, ESAA, and Bilingual Bducation). In
the coirse of this study (which is riot yet completed) SDC researchers collected
two types of data. A national survey was conducted to determine the nature and
level of parent involvement activities in FT (as well as in the other federal

programs noted above). The data base from this survey will be available in the
near future. The second type of data collected was indepth case study data on &
sample of 16 FT sSites that were determined through the nat ional survey to be
active In terms of parental involvement:. The data base for this study is not

yet complete, but 1t will likely consist of hard copy case study materials.

11

15
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Resource Centers (Shive, Meleen; Harris, Vaughn and Grogan 1980). Using case
study mechods Network researchers developed individual profiles of about 25
resource centers which were then used to prepare a report on the resource
centers as a whole: The profiles comprise the study's data base and they could
be made available with some effort devoted to preserving the anonymity of the
sites.

Finally, thé National Urban Leagué is beginning a multi-year assessment Of

the social implications of FT: This study will examine the impact of FT in 12

arban cities. It will look for indirect effects of FT such as increased community

This discussion will concentrate on relevant study questions that can be
addressed by the data sets noted above. It focuses on questions related to the
immediate effects of FT on children, parents and teachers, i.e. the effects of
FT on program participants while they are in the program. It should be under-
stood that this discussion (and other discussions of research gQuestions) is not
intended to éié%iaé a census of all possible study questions. Rather; examples

which illustrate the range of potential research questions will be identified.

Several questions about the immediate effects of FT can be addressed by

using the national evaluation data. There has been limited analysis and even
more limited reanalysis of the national evaluation data. The data base is huage

and rich, containing multiple measures on multiple cohorts of children, parents

| 5 Y
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and teachers from grades K-3. In no way were the AAI researchers able to fully
explore the depths of this data set: Examples of questions that have thus far
gone unaddressed or have not been addressed fully include:
e What is the relationship between amount of FT exposure and
achievement? How does this relationship vary by model?
e What effect does FT have on school attendance? How does
this relationship vary by msdel?
The national evaluation concentrated on the estimation of child effects

rather than on a thorough analysis of data from FT parents and/or teachers:

Noting that these data were not fully explored in the national evaluation; Haney

social action and parent involvement, and to help interpret the results of the
national asvaluation. OQuestions that could be explored further in this area
include:

data set used by Stebbins st al. to see if the national evaluation findings

and conclusions hold up under close scrutiny. House, Glass, Mclean and Walker

Thus, regardless of their ~omplaints about the analysis strategy; House et al.

17
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evaluators. The same criticism can be leveled at other FT metaevaluators {e.g.

e How reliable are the national evaluation results? Do
they stand up under the scrutiny of secondary analysis?
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about FT? Absut individual FT models?

only child level reanalysis of the national evaluation data that has been done *o

- ddte. Among other analyses, Camilli tried Several Solutions to the problem of

covariance adjustment, explored the generalizability of the national evaluation
model and instrument categories; and examined the relationships of parent and
teacher variables to outcome gains. According to Camilli, his "...reanalysis

does not produce shocking discrepancies..." with the national evaluation findings.

1:3:2

Other sources of information; in addition to the national evatuation; are
relevant to FT. These include; for example; sponsor and site data sets. Many
of the questions about model ef fectiveness addressed in the national evaluation
can be addressed using sponsor data. However, given the diversity in measures
and designs; model comparisons of ‘horse races" would not be possible except at
the most global tevei:

e What are the effects of participation in a given PFT

model on achievement? On affect? On attendance?
@ What can be said about causal relationships anmong

these outcomes?

14
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The sponsor data sets also contain unique information such as Kansas' data
on consumer satisfaction with the program. In this case, an annual survey of
program children; parents, teachers and administrators is used to gatﬁer data on
cerceptions abolt the program, level of Satisfaction, and suggestions for
ifiprovement .

@ How satisfied ate FT consumers (parents; teachers, children)?

e What is the relationship between parent satisfaction and

chi1ld achievement? And attendance?

_ Another interesting and né lact&d area of work could concentrate on agree-
ments and disagreements cbout FT when viewed from the perspectives of different
data sets: Clearly,; evidence apart from the national evaluation shculd be

Integrated into an overall picture of FT:

e Do different FT data sets (hétibhél évaiuation; sponsor , sitej

If 0, wny?

Finally, no data were ever collected in the national evaluoation as to the
degree to which the FT models were implemented. Questions as to the conformity
OFf the treatments to Sponsors' specifications or aven as to thé existance of the
treatments were never aidressed systematically. Some sponsors have since invested
Substantial resource: in documenting the implementation of their programs and
some of their implementation data sets are worthy of analysis.

e How have FT Sponsors gone about studying the implementation of

their programs? Do their methods have implications for the study
of implementation 1n other programs?
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ment ation allow dlstlnctions to be made among ?T models? Do

thHe data accurately describe what sponsors think should be

happening in their classrooms?

e By their own analysis are FT Sponsors able to implement their

models? Does external reanalysis confirm their conclusions?
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2.0 What Can We Learn from Compiling and Analyzing Follow-Up Data on
—=an e 23t

The possibility of FT models having delayed effects (sleeper effects,
long-term effects) has been raised at several points over the past decade: The
original purpose of FT was to improve the life chances of children from low
ificome families. From this perspective it makes sense to devote attention to

post-FT effects, especially considering that concern over the apparent fade-out

(1977) ; Madaus and Marx (1973) and a proposal by the School District of Phila-

delphia (1980), studies of delayed FT effects have not been funded at the
federal level. Several reasons for studying post-FT effects aré given in these

sources and are summarized here: First, FT was initiated because the achievement

years. The same issue is &f concern to FT--if achievement gains are produced by

FT, do they dissipate, or are they sustained after completion of the program?
Second, many FT sponsors try to impact childrens' affect, conceptual

These sponsors believe that achievement gains will be obtained indirectly

through impacts on mediating variables such as those listed above. In this

case, effects on student achievement are not expected to occur gquickly. In

16
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gains subsequent to program termination. The question is, do FT models that aim

for achievement gains by first impacting mediating variables produce delayed or
A third mot ivation for studies of post-FT effects is that FT projects,
Ly design or as a byproduct, may affect parental and community opinions. In

arise is; what are parents’'; teachers'; and students' opinions of FT once
Stidents have made the transition to "regular" public school classes?

Fourth, FT's overall objective has been to improve the "life chances" of
children from low income families. College attendance; future earnings; social
mobility and other post-school variables are all important indicators of success

in lifé but are not available measureés in any existing post-FT data base. Life

chances studies could concentrate on earlier; more accessible indicators of
success such as school attendance,; special education placement; grade retention;
dropout rate; grades; course selection; and discipline records.

has been High among sponsors where debates about "Sleeper" effects and fade-out
have taken place regularly. Studies of varying degrees of sophistication have

and @ildebrandt 1979), Bank Street (Seitz, Apfel, and Efron 1977), Far West Labs
(Edwards and Bridewell 1979), Kansas (assorted reports), and Oregon (Weber and

Fuhriann 1978; Becker and Englemann 1978) :

2.2 wWhat Follow-Up Data are Available?

It 1s clear that some sponsors have relevant data. Based on their sirvey

of sponsor data sets, Goodrich and St.Piercre (1979) recommended six data sets

17
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as being appropriate for producing new knowledge about post-FT effects. Three

local comparison groups): The other three data sets; maintained by Arizona;

Georgia State and SEDL; would support smaller studies in single sites that are
somewhat weaker methodologicaily. It should be noted that while other sponsor
data sets were not recommended for study by Goodrich and St.Pierre; several FT

two; and new data bases may be available.

2.3 Examples of Questions that Can Be Addre

Table 5 presents study questions of particular interest in this area that

placement, attendance):. FPurther; none contain follow-up data on the perceptions
of children, parents and keachers about FT or data on parents' or teachers'
edicat ional /employient status.

Thece is an important precedent for collecting long-term follow-up data on
the school behavior of FT children:. The Developmental Continuity Consortium
(Lazar; Hubbell, Murray, Rosche; and Royce 1977) analyzed follow-up data that

18
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Table S

Pxamples of RESeacch Questions that Can be Addressed by

- SELECTED DATA BASES
L Phila-  _ ___ _____  _______ Georgia
RESPARCH QUESTICNS delphia Pordham Oregon Arizona State SEDL
= What ace tha csupal colLationshiph amond icadenic achisvament,
1Q, process measures (amount of P exposure, attendancs. etc.), ~ X X X
and af fective measuces?
'@ Do _achievement effect3 associated With pacticipation in FT in-
crease, decrease, Or stadbilize after completion of the pcogram?
-1 pﬁiiéivi effects on academic achievesert i:i,ptoduce& by - - = ~
PT models at the end of grade thrae, do they fade~out, or X . X X X

are they sustained In the pO8Et~FT years?

- Do FT models that aim for achievement gains by first changling
children'’s affect, conceptual ability, parental dehavior., and X

30 on, Produce “sleeper effactan” on achievemaent neasures?

- How_does post-FT acadeaic perfocmance calace to pcevious FT _ _ - _ _
perfocmarice and initial stacus (e.q. socioeconowmic status; X X X X X
pretest, demoqraphic daty)? Acra gains soacained in the post-

FT yeacs?

e What ace the relative importances of the current academic yeac ]
and the child’s pcevious academic history as determinants of X X X

acadeaic success?

's What i3 the causal celationship between scademic pecformance 3 3 X
and 4ChoOL attandance? [n FT? Aftar FI?

t is the relationship bet post~iT azademic ﬁifaiﬁﬁi X 3 ¥
measuces and length of PT exposuce?

@ 13 it possible to predict poat-F7 patterns (fade-out, sleeper

effacts, sustained growth, etc.) on different measucres in X X
terms of the PT cucriculum?

o What diffecences ln post-PT pacfocmance (achisvement, gcades, 3
attendarce) exist among diffecant wodels it the same sitae?

“Adapted trom Goudeich ard St.Platce (i979)
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often than comparison children). They also found evidencé for fada-out of IO
gains over a three-year period.: ~

While the findings of this study have been controversial; Cloud et al.
(1979) investigated the later school success of children enrolled in the FT
program in Lakewood, New Jersey and were able to replicate the findings of
sazar et al: Children who participated in FT were found in high school to have

than comparison groups composed Of older siblings. The groups did not differ
significantly on variables such as dropout rate, educational achievément, or
educational aspir.tions:

Such work suggests strongly that further research is needed in this area.

variable: from School districts records and append them to existing sponsor/
Site data sets: If augmented in this fashion some of the sponsor/site data
sets would allow researchers to address questions such as:

e Do the results of such studies replicate those of Lazar
et al. and cloud et al.?

o
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3.0 What Can We Learn from New Studies Of Sponsors and Sites in FT's Current
Framework?

The viewpoint Set forth earlier, that there is more to be learned from FT,
holds as much for completély new Studies as for work based on extant datd. How=
evaluation in 1977 shows that it may be easier to generate than to implement
ideas for new research.

Table 6 simmarizes the work that has been funded with PT research monies
years there has been a problem spending FT's research funds. This is due to
factors such as the fact that the adminiStration has been trying to phase out
the program for years. Instability caused by uncertainty about continuation of
funding has lead to great problems in planning a coherent research agenda. 1In
addition, the Division of Follow Through and the Office of Program Evaluation
have consistently had conflicting opinions a§ to the most appropriate research
dnd evaluation activities that should be undertaken: Finally, the conduct of FT
research has been complicated by external factors such as the Congressionaily
imposed cap on spending for consultant services. In 1980 this cap forced the
Office of Program Evaluation to retirn to the U: S. Treasury $2 million that

would otherwise have been spent on FT research.

In spite of these structural and organizational constraints there is no
dearth of ideas Ffor new FT research:; and a good deal of work was contracted

between 1977 and 1980. Consideration of the substance of the studies listed in

Table 6 reveals that it is possible to discern at least three broad thrusts in
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F” Reaearch Eynenaitures (1977-1980)

Fiscal Contract
Year Contractor, Amount Dé§éf§g€i¢n of Cﬁﬁffiéi
1977 ARI $52,512 Completion of national evaluation
RMC 35,762 Completion of national cost analysis
SRI 53,683 Maintenance of national data base
__ Huron 21,939  Planning new studies
Far West Labs 4,500 Paper on F? implementation
1978 AAI 471,511 planning ¥or latexr effacts studies; searech
o for new models
__5RT 45,490 Maintenance of national data base
Network 597,618 Multiw~program study of dissemination
strategies
_sbe_ 3%0,000 Multisprogram study of parental involvement
Huron 17,268 pParent/teacher reanalysis
Rebab 50,769 Study of FT supplemental training _
HIgh/Scopo 79,278 SEﬁay of potential for 3 joint FT model
orugon 60,052 Study of implementation in 2 new site
Georgia 53,682 Planning paper for neaw FT research
Gentgia Stace 45;352 Planfiing paper for naw FT research
- Kansas 70,739 Planning paper for new FT research
North Carolina 48,864  Blanning paper for new FT '
. Oregon 49,799 Planning paper for new BT rasearch
SERL 48,592 Planning paper for new FT research
1979 sDe 450,000  Multi-program study of parental involvement
SRI 14,825 Archive national daca base 000
Philaﬁslphia 9,999 Build data base for delayed effects study
Rehab 12,730 study of FT Supplemantal training
AMS 300,000 Develop performance indicators and systems
77777 . o for monitoring performance of FT sites
Oragon _ 143,418 Study of implementation in a new site
North Carolina 28.911 pata analysis
Boon~Young 295,321 Design of studies to be conducted by pilot
projects including extension of FT beyond
grade 3, effects of alternative levels of FT
sarvicesn, capabilitias of LEXs
1980 Nationnl Urban 987, 279 Assessment of social implications of PT
Leaque in urban cities
TOTAL BY YEAR
- _ .
Tofil ToLAl R .
Year Spent Allocatsd Allocated-~Spant
1977 _$168,398 $1,000,000 $831,802
1978 1,989,014 2,000,000 10,986
1978 1,255,204 1,273,000 17,796, ..
1980 987,279 3,000,000 2,012,721

The data for this table were supplied by Jerry Surns of ED/OPE.

*w

This reflects the total contracted lunan Gther small amounts ot FT

research funds were spent for items such as conferences and travel.

wew ===

$2 million retusmed to the U. S. Treasury because of Congressionally
impoaed caAp on cOnsultant services.
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recent FT research: (1) planning new FT research; (2) improving FT management

and Implementation; and (3) new FT research (see Table 7):

Since this paper focuses on information to be learned from new FT studies,
we will consider further selected planning studies shown in Table 7 as well as
other less formal efforts. 1In order to benefit from the thinking of others, the

next section presents a review of several proposals for new FT research:

3.1 Review of Research Proposals from FT Sginbors

Many FT sponsors have been active in attempting to initiate new FT research.

In 1978 USOE awarded contracts to 51x sponsors, in par* to ellc1t thelr 1deas

about potential new FT studies. & review of these and other related reports by
FT sponsors vYields the following information.

3.1.1 anvyav-aq v ~Ff Canre l:"l'lao--ﬂ- u:«.yn Dnn'l :nﬂ Gmnnb 1979
. ngin—rsﬁv—vw—mﬁ—rvmw‘—-ﬁﬁ

This report addresses issues related to a second national FT experiment

centering on child outcomes. The authors take the point of view that redoing

a large—-scale multi-year national study is worthwhile if it can be improved

through measuring a varlety of program outcomes and through gafherihg implemen=-

outcomes were achieved. Research to be undertaken through such a national study

would address questions such as:

e What is the relative effectiveness of FT models on a
conimon academic performance measure?

What is the retationship between level of program

implementation and outcomes?
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to common learner outcomes? To outcomes unlque to each
model?
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Table 7

FT Research Studies (1977-1980) by Type of Study

Type of Study

Planning New Improving FT Management S
Year FT Research and Implemientation New FT Research
1977 e Huron planning e Far West Labs
study implementation
paper
1978 e AAI delayed e Oregon implementa- e Network dissemina-
effects, new tion study tion study
models study -
- @ High/Scope, Kansas e SDC parent involve-
& Sponsosr joint modei study ment study
planning o _ _
studies e Rehab Supplemental
training study
1979 . e Philadelphia e AMS development @ SDC parent involve-
delz -ed effects of performance ment study
study indicators ‘ )
e Rehab supplemental
@ Boon-Young e Oregon implementa- training study
design of new tion study
studies
1980 e National Urban
League social
implications
study
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Perhaps the major probiem raised in the paper relates to measurement. What
sponsor-speci1fic; i1mplementation and process measures should be used in a hétibhél
evaluation? TIf such a study were to be funded it would need to be preceded by a
period of measure development, perhaps extending the work begun by several FT
sponsors (e:g: the Productive Language Achievement Test; the BRACE; several
attempts to develop indices of implementation).

Hodges et al. (1979) work under the premise that the principal vehicle for
future FT research will be a large scale multi-year study involving many sponsocrs
and sites. They hope to improve on the national evaluation by offering a
community, and by broadening the measurement battery to include outcomes (cross-

sponsor and sponsor-specific), process, and implementation measures: The types

include:
e What is the effect of FT models on classroom practices?

e What happens to classroom practices when the sponsor is removed?

What is the effect of model implementation on child outcomes?

e Are modeis differentially effective?

e What is the effect on implementation and outcomes of sponsorship.
(the typical FT arrangement) vs. knowledge provisicn (thé typical
NDN or PIP arrangement)?

3:1:3 UnIversity of Kansas (Ramp and Stivers 1979)

Ramp and Stivers suggest that future FT research be focused in two general

areas: (1) The relationships between educational processes and products; and

(2) sponsors as social change agents. The first focus raises questions about
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what philosophies of educat ion work "best", what philosophies of education
child outcomes. A focus on sSponsors as change agents raises Questions about
which sponsor activities ensure the most effective delivery of a program, and

what must be known about a community/school prior to implementation of an
innovative program. In addition, Ramp and Stivers call for the development of
sponsotr -specific measures of model implementation: Relevant research duestions
include:

e What are the relative effects of PT fiodéls on comfion outcome

measures?
e What are the effects of individual models on sSponsor-specific
measures?

e What are the components of an effective model delivery system?
e What are the initial site features that effect implementation?

e What is the relationship betweén site characteristics and
degree oi implementation?

What are the effects of varying the number of adults in the

classroom on achievement, program costs; consumer satisfaction?

3.1.4 North Carolina (Olmsted 1579)

The approach of this paper is that a series of small, intensive, well
study: Measurement would be intensive and would focus on outcome measures
derived from each of FI's components including cognitivé and affective develop-
ment , parent involvement, staff development, and comprehensive services. In
addition, measures of model implementatisi: would be crucial:. Sach small

integrated via meta-analysis techniques (Glass 1977). Several specific studies
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e What are the differential effects of FT models on self-concept;

locus of control; and achievement?

What is the relationship between the home environment and
child affective and achievement outcomes?

Are short-term gains in achievement sustained followxng
graduatxon from FT?

]

What 1is the impact of FT's comprehensive services in terms

of degree of utilization; client satisfaction; and child
health status?

This paper also proposes that a complementary effort be undertaken to conduct
a national survey of FT schools and sponsors; concentrating on documentation of

model implementation and local site characteristics. No outcome measurement
would be done as this survey would provide descriptive data useful for program

management and for the 1nterpretat10n of results from the smaller evaluatlons.

The poxnt of view offered in these papers is that continuing research

should be conducted within FT in order to demonstrate "what can be done to
ifiprove problem areas where Schools currently fail the most." Demonstration
projects are called for in the following areas:

® A Iarge study with Improved perfotmance measures; assessment

of implementation; and better design:

A study of the effects of extending FT to grades 4, 5 and 6.

A Stidy of planned variation in apptoaches to bilingual
ediicat ion.

e A study of sponsor effectiveness in large cities.

In addition,; studies are also recommended to address the following questions:

e What are the effects of FT curricula independent of management
systems? For example, does the curriculum (e.g. DISTAR vs. a
basal reading program) make a difference when holding the
management system (e.g. Direct Instruction SponSorship) constant°



What are the effects of FT sponsorshlp° §b; éﬁémpié, compare
the effects of a FT model curriculum as implemented with and

withoat a sponsor.

What are the effects of different components of the sponsor's

management systems in terms of increasing learning opportunities
for children?

what are the effects of various types of parental involvement?
What are the effeCts of models with and withotut parental educ-
ation components?

e What are the Independent effects of different subject atea

components on student outcomes?

What are the effects of different levels of funding on program
outcomes?

ﬁhat s thé impact on fidelity of treatment and student per-

a site?

e What is the effect of management strength by project officers on

contract compliance by sponsors and 51tes°

What is the effect of varying academic engaged time?

3.1.6 Southwest Edtcational Development Laboratory (Lumbley and Kronkosky 1979)

Like some of the other sponsor reports this paper assumes a new, malti-vear
national FT experiment. It offers alternatives for accomplishing each step of
the design and execution of such a study. Questions specific to SEDL's bilingual
FT fiodel are posed, e.§.

e What effect on Chlld outcomes can be expected from dlfferlng
inInguai program emphases (maintenance vs. transition vs:

developmentatl)?

® How can the transition out of FT be made as smooth as
possible?

Further, the paper calls for a study which will allow collection of data that
are comparable across sponsors, and also reflective of individual sponsor gbaiSé
Finally, a thorough process evaluation iS recommended in order to document the

sponsor 's delivery system and the characteristics of implementation in each

.
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site; provide for formative feedback; and collect implementation and outcome
data:

3.1.7 FT Sponsor Evaluation/Research Committee (Gennari 1978)

A task force of sponsor representatives was formed to consider the nature
and type of futuvre evaluation/research activities for FT. A preliminary report

be "multidimensional” (i.e. it should consider all of FT's program componsnts) ;
that the diversity of FT approaches should be respected through sponsor specifica-
tion of critical and unique characteristics of their programs; that evaluations
should focus on the "documentation of program changes as they occur across a
variety of educational contexts"; that future research studies be selected and
funded on the basis of input from all program stakeholders; and that a program
wide ongorng data retrieval system be initiated to facilitate research: In this

studies.

3.1.8 éuma”""""zy,df P é';iehs"csi: Research P 7Eoposa' oposals

After reviewing a few of the sponsor papers some patterns became clear :
With one exception; all of the sponsors who compieted the planning studies appear
of sSponsor effectiveness on comfion achievement measures. The sponsors also note

quickly that such national studies make sense only in the light of improved

research design, measurement of sponsor-specific outcomes; and measurement of
implementation and process variaoles. These sponsors feel that the basic idea
29
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we just need to do it better and with a more global orientation.

On the other hand; many of the sponsors also call for a series of fore
diverse studies of smaller scale to address a variety of research questions:
Some of the most iﬁEéfééEiﬂé of these deal with the delayed effects of FT
models, the effects of individual components of the FT program, the effects of
varying academic lezrning time, the effects of institutionalization of a sponsor's

program (withd-awal of the sponsor), and the effects of sponsorship.

3.2 Review of Research Proposals from Other Planning Efforts

In addition to the FT Sponsors, many other planning efforts have been
undertaken. Selected efforts not reviewed earlier in this paper will be
summarzzed here: These include papers by the Division of Follow Through;

Boon-Young; and the Huron Institute.

3.2.1 Division of Follow Through (1978)

A short paper issued by the Division of FT in 1978 set forth a "blueprint"
for studies that could funded in futore years: These incliude research on:

e The impact of noninstructional services.

@ Spinoff effects on community, schools, teachers, a.d parents.

e Delayed effects.
@ The effects of preschool experience on FT children.

e The development of new tests and other instrumentation.
e The expansion of FT into grades 4-6.

The expPansion of "small" sponsors that were not part of the
natioral evaluation.

ationship between parent involvement and child

]
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The effects of FT on special populations:

The startup of current sponsors in new sites.

e The startup of new sponsors.

The i;tilitY of resource centers as a vehicle
for disseminating research strategies.

National Urban League's study of Social change, Oregon's implementation study,

and AAI's search for new sSponsors.

3.2.2 Boon-Young Planning Study (forthcoming)

Motivated in part by the feeling that the national evaluation was tco large

to be manageable, this planning study was commissioned by the Division of FT in

and design support in three areas:
o A study/experiment to determine the effects of extending
FT beyond grade three.
o A study/experiment to determine the effects of alternative
levels of FT services within and among selected FT models.

o Planning assistance to deterfiine the capability of LEAS to

alternative study designs, feasibility analyses, cost analyses, and so on in

each of the three areas.

studies that might be pursued: A set of 25 research areas was identified, and 10

31
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plans were described in some detail: Included were plans for:
e Comparative analyses of sponsor and national evaluation data

to determine ways in which sponsor evaluations differed from
the national evaluation; factors related to differences; and
ways to strengthen FT evaluations.

Documentation and field testing of sponsor-developed instru-
ments in order to pull together the efforts of sponsors at
agsessing their specific objectives.

e Establishing criteria for identifying successful models.
e Determining whether appropriate achievement measures {perhaps
criterion referenced) are available to measure children's

growth over time. Condlucting a small scale pilot study.

Examinat ion of the delivery of comprehensive services in
selected FT sites in order to identify effective strategies
for service delivery and coordination.

e Exploration and comparison of the forms of parent involvement

in FT 1in an effort to assess the efficacy of various strategies.

Document ation and exploration of the process of model development.
Investigation of the relationship between "contact time" and
achievement .

e Exploration of explanations for within-sponsor site to site
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site visitors, interviewers, participant-cbservers, in an
evaluation of FT.

The thesis of this paper is that there is more to be learned from FT in its
clurcent framework. Three ways of generating new knowledge from FI have been
discussed: (1) secondary analysis of extant data; (2) compilation and analysis
of follow-up data; and (3) completely new studies. Although some of the ideas
reviewed in this paper may be infeasible or imdractical; a case has been made
that there are many areas in which we can learn from FT, and in which FT can
demonstrate effective ways of educating young children.
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mer.t, two dre récommended in this concluding section for special consideration.
The first of these is research on the potential delayed effects of FT. There is

an abundance of reasons to invest resources in this area. First; the long-term
effects of educational programs is an important area of research. Of what
purpose is education if there is no prospect for lasting effects? Second, there

gated ié at éil possible. Fourth, many FT sponsors h??bthégizé differential
patterns of long-term effects and are in favor of such a study. Fifth, the data
to perform delayed effects studies exist in a reasonable (though not completeiy

analytic in nature they would be relatively inexpensive and could provide

information in a timely manner. Results from an investigation into the delayed

e What are the long—-term perceptions of children and parents
about FT? Do they remember FT? If So, in what respucts?

What are the impdcts of FT on parent level life chances
variableés (e.g. continded education, employment)? 7Q§d FT
lead parents to further their education? To gain new
employment skills?

s What are the impacts of FT on teacher lovel lii? chances
variables? Did FT provide useful training for teachers?
Did 1t further their employment status?
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A Sécond area of research also merits further discussion:. Some of the
sponsor research papers venture the notion that we should study sponsorship
itseif. This is an important idea that could lead to the in:zegration of FT
Studies with studies of other mechanisis for change in Schooling. The concept
and operationalization of Sponsorship is perhaps FT's most creative contribution
to ediucational change:. Yet, FT research has been so focused on child outcomes

that very little effort has been devoted to understanding the key concept of

provision of information, and the NDN with the provision of information plus
limited technical assistance, sponsorship entails (4t the very least) the
conicept of a long-term relationship between the sponsor and an LEAR as well as
the introduction of a new curricclum or use of different teaching methods. The
fact that a FT sponsor is committed to his/her model, and remains in a site for
fiany vears to help implement the model i§ & radical departure from other change

strategies.

cuch as: What assumptions about the educational change process do different
change mechanisms make? What are the differences in type of services provided?
In the intensity of services provided? Given such a descriptive analysis it

wolild be possible to proceed with selected studies of the effects of different

change mechanisms: For example, what is the effect of a curriculum as imple-

the curriculum look like under each implementation strategy? What are the
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respective outcomes? On the other hand; one can look withinm FT and ask; what is
Finally; it would be important to consider what happens to a program when
sponsorship is withdrawn? Do programs which are implemented via spensorship
stay impiéﬁéhtéd longer than those implemented by some other change mechanism?
In closing it must be stated that all the planning done to date, including
the effort put into this and the other papers prepared for NIE, will go for
naught unless some of the organizational and structural constrairts that have

hampered FT research for the past few years are removed. This does not mean

that the program has to receive a guarantee of funding--research can be planned
under conditions of uncertainty. It is critical, however, to find a way to avoid
the situation of the recent past n which the Division of Follow Through and the
to take with respect to FT research. This could be accomplished by assigning

responsibility to a single group that would have the authority to plan and

the Division of Follow Through and NIE having separate agendas and budgets).

The problem to avoid is that of having multiple groups involved, each with veto
power over the other's activities: If this continues to be the case the guestion
will not be whether there is more to be learned from FT, but whether the con-—

straints placed on the planning process will allow anything to be learned.
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